Additional Information:
I still do not know whether the thing I stepped on in August, 1914, was a snake's head or a ladder. Materially it could be thought of as a ladder, for it gave me four years of material security (under the constant threat of death and the daily presence of suffering). Such an 'ordeal by fire' no doubt gave me also a selfconfidence that would have taken longer to acquire in civil life. But at the end it left me with a pathetic longing for security. 2 Read's equivocation was not an uncommon reaction amongst First World War veterans, and as recent historical examinations have stressed, the multifarious nature of these reactions sits uneasily with the perceived image of the war in popular memory.
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A world of broken mirrors: Remembering, rethinking and post-war disillusionment
In another letter sent to Read in 1930, Aldington reflected on the difficulties of writing about the war:
But that is the whole trouble with these terrific experiences. They leave one speechless. Imagine trying to convey the feeling of that to chap like Waterlow! It is a highpoint of intensity of experience and emotion which is clear for us, but hidden in the mist for them. difficulty is to refrain from giving way to angry emotionalism. I feel convinced we wasted men's lives up to the last hour. Some bloody ass sent out a corporal 311 and three men to reconnoitre on the night of the 10/11, after we have received orders not to cross the Mons Maubeuge Road, and the poor devil was killed -he had been over three years in the line! Sickening waste.
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Some years later, Aldington rebuffed Read's criticism of his 'Meditation on a German Grave'
and 'At All Costs', stories collected in Roads to Glory (1930) , that he had failed to maintain emotional distance. 'Your objections […] are perfectly just', he wrote, 'if you insist on restraint as an absolute rule', but Aldington objected that 'I think we tend to express rather too little feeling than too much.'
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Apart from the issues of emotion and tone, the third factor identified by Aldington dealt with the problem of audience. For those that fought, a feeling of distance from those that remained at home was a common theme in war literature. This was perhaps most discernible in the reflex of misogyny that saw some male writers react with hostility to the apparent gains of women, who apparently prospered while the soldiers suffered. 12 Front inevitably inspired imitators, and, as with All Quiet, the boundary between fact and fiction in many of these works was unclear. Remarque's book, for instance, while often 315 confused for a memoir, was a work of fiction, and the extent to which it drew on the author's actual experience generated acrimonious debate. 29 The cultural 'triumph' of the 'soldier's story' as the prism through which the war is understood has sparked debate over the authenticity of these narratives as means of remembering, but, more fruitfully, has also highlighted the extent to which these acts of remembrance were informed by their post-war contexts. 31 Read also argued that he remained committed to the 'broad basic principles of socialism', and noted that his anarchism developed during the war years. 36 While consistency was never his strongpoint, Read's explanation of his politicisation sits uneasily with his rush to the colours;
all the more so considering that the outbreak of war found him already in a military camp, driven 'to some extent' by his 'patriotic past'. 37 Read explained the paradox of his continuing pacifist internationalism, and his active war service by hinting at the popular 'myth' 38 Sinclair, he conceded that while 'capitalists and militarists' caused war, to hope for the international fraternity of the working class to prevent it was unrealistic. There is, he concluded, only one way to prevent the coming war: 'stopping the growth of German naval power.' 48 In a series of articles in the Daily Mail, Blatchford further prophesised impending attack by Germany, insisting that defensive preparations must begin in earnest. 49 proposed a 'National Citizen force' to replace the standing army, empowering people to actively protect their own individual freedoms. 52 Acting on this belief, the SDF's single M.P.,
Will Thorne, proposed a 'citizen army bill to the Commons' in 1908. 53 Heightened sensitivity to the 'German menace' pushed many socialists to rethink the importance of the military in light of the perceived vulnerability of unique British values.
Beyond the practicalities of waging war, however, militarist models attracted several thinkers because they offered a practical mode of organisation that could also achieve meaningful social change. In increasingly complex societies, if there were two values essential to those dreaming of reordering the present and then administering the future, it was discipline and organisation. Given also that a language of efficiency had captivated utopian thinkers from significantly earlier. 59 Given that anarchists have often been intemperate painters of utopian fancies, this is perhaps surprising, but at the heart of the utopian project of a figure like
Kropotkin was a commitment to malleability that addressed the issues identified by these liberal critics. 60 One discernible trend in this anti-utopian utopianism was the ridiculing of the militarist language and motifs regularly adopted by utopian schemers. Reviewing Bellamy's book in four articles in La Révolte, for example, Kropotkin noted its popularity in the Anglophone world, 'd'un livre qui est immensément lu en ce moment aux Etats-Unis, en
Angleterre, en Australie', and added that it had even led 'le grand précurseur de Darwin', A.R. Wallace to 'déclaré dans la presse que ce livre lui avait démontré la possibilitié du Socialisme'. Kropotkin concluded that its success was explained by the 'pâr ce côté construtif (sic) du livre', which appeased 'la masse des travailleurs' tired of merely critical works, and praised the short shrift Bellamy gave to the wage system. 61 Nevertheless, Kropotkin was concerned that Bellamy's book contained 'beaucoup de préjugés autoritaires', and complained of his 'l'armée industrielle': 'On se croirait dans une armée de Bismarck.' 62 For
Kropotkin, seizing on this military language became a way of criticising the authoritarianism of a number of competing political traditions. In an article on Herbert Spencer, he noted that while Spencer's panacea was a weakly theorised contractualism, this still stood in noble contrast to the 'military utopias of German socialism' currently ascendant. 63 While aimed at kitchens were established'. 65 The language of military efficiency that Kropotkin recognised in various strains of socialism was, for him, antipathetic to meaningful social freedom.
As it was a growing familiarity with Kropotkin's political theory that encouraged
Read's turn to anarchism, it could be expected that Read would similarly repudiate this martial language and turn away from military models. While in his immediate post-war political writing this is the case, as Read, rather disingenuously, described both 'hating' the war and being 'unmoved by the general enthusiasm for the Allied cause', later in life he united his wartime experiences and his political philosophy. 66 The result was an idiosyncratic Extending this idea, Read noted the paradox that he came to understand the power of fidelity while engaged 'in the beastly business of killing other men', and observed that, for this reason, it was clearly not a 'moral idea' for it was obvious that the 'enemy' possessed the same spirit. Rather than inherently moral, he argued that fidelity was a 'social virtue', and was thereby 'inculcated, not by precept, but by example and habit'. The bonds of reciprocity and mutual support that made life in combat endurable could similarly underpin a society organised horizontally, but in neither situation would they exist without conscious nurturing. 71 Read's stress on the cultivation of fidelity as a prerequisite for a new social order may seem to echo the emphasis on discipline in many militarist models of socialism, but there is an important distinction in the degree to which he presented variety as a social good in itself.
First, it is important to note that he pointedly rejected the notion that his lesson in fidelity was a case of 'esprit de corps', and rather saw fidelity as a 'social bond' not isolated to military groups. 72 Read's case is therefore instructive, for while offering paeans to the joys of brotherhood in the trenches was a theme in even the bitterest war literature, no other thinker 324 incorporated this idea into a libertarian worldview. On the question of difference, Read argued that the failure to recognise the value of diversity was at the root of 'the mistakes of every political thinker from Aristotle to Rousseau', and drew a distinction between the assumed 'uniformity' of individuals for these theorists, and anarchists' recognition of 'the uniqueness of the person'. 73 For Read then, mutual aid exists to 'the extent that the person seeks sympathy […] among his fellows', and amounts to a 'functional' rather than social contract: 'the authority of the contract only extends to the fulfilling of a specific function'. 74 In a similar vein, the importance that Read attached to education was a clear attempt to secure both diversity, and a degree of social solidarity, while eschewing conventionally hierarchical relationships. Education, then, offered a more positive space for the cultivation of fidelity than the 'common danger' in which Read had apparently learnt its importance. 
